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SUMMARY OF FACULTY SENATE MEETING 10/14/02 
CALL TO ORDER 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
Minutes of the September 23, 2002, meeting were accepted as 
corrected. 
CALL FOR PRESS IDENTIFICATION 
COMMENTS FROM PROVOST PODOLEFSKY 
The Provost reminded the Senate that the Regents meeting will be 
here in Cedar Falls this week with a dinner honoring the winners 
of the Regents award for Faculty Excellence on Wednesday. The 
four UNI faculty members that will be honored are Clare Struck, 
Price Lab Guidance Counselor; Cynthia Goatley, Theatre; Karen 
Mitchell, Communication Studies; and Al Hayes, Public Policy. 
He also commented that the docket items for the upcoming Regents 
meeting include the enrollment and the Iowa State University and 
University of Iowa faculty/staff salary reports. UNI's report 
is not available because salary gave back data are not complete. 
Tuition will also be discussed and the decision will be at the 
November meeting. 
COMMENTS FROM FACULTY CHAIR, MELISSA HESTON 
Dr. Heston offered her congratulation to the winners of the 
Faculty Excellence awards and thanked the other committee 
members for their work. 
COMMENTS FROM CHAIR, CAROL COOPER 
Chair Cooper noted that the Faculty Senate Chair is invited to 
attend the Regents Award dinner and urged the Senators to attend 
the Regents meeting. 
She noted that there are still a couple of items that need to be 
worked through while we work on the Lab School issue. One is 
the calendar, one has to do with the honor's program, noting 
that they want to visit with the Senate. The Enhancement of 
Teaching Committee also want to talk with the Senate, and there 
is a committee looking at complimentary titles that needs to 
report back to the Senate. Once the elections have taken place 
in November, she would like to have two people who have been 
elected to the state legislature come to briefly discuss 
relevant issues. 
CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING 
NEW BUSINESS 
ON-GOING BUSINESS 
Chair Cooper stated that the first item is to elect a Senator to 
the Liberal Arts Core Committee, noting that Senator Chancey has 
volunteered, and he was elected by acclamation. 
Provost Podolefsky noted that the Liberal Arts Core website will 
be up and running soon, and to look for an announcement in UNI 
On-Line. 
Chair Cooper reported that there have been no nominations for 
Faculty Strategic Planning Committee from the Senate but Senator 
Terlip has volunteered. She was elected by acclamation. 
The Price Laboratory School issue was discussed at great length 
with much input from the Senators. The discussion also involved 
the budget versus curriculum issue. 
ADJOURNMENT 
DRAFT FOR SENATOR'S REVIEW 
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PRESENT: Kenneth Basom, Clifton Chancey, David Christensen, 
Carol Cooper, Cindy Herndon, Melissa Heston, Ali Kashef, Susan 
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Moore, Chris Ogbondah, Provost Podolefsky, Tom Romanin, Laura 
Terlip, Dhirendra Vajpeyi, Susan Wurtz, Donna Vinton, Mir Zaman. 
Lyn Countryman was attending for Karen Couch Breitbach. Mary 
Boes was attending for Katherine vanWormer. 
Absent: Gayle Pohl, Jesse Swan, Shahram Varzavand. 
CALL TO ORDER 
Chair Cooper called the Senate to order at 3:17 P.M. 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
Motion to accept the minutes of the September 23, 2002 meeting 
as corrected was made and passed. 
CALL FOR PRESS IDENTIFICATION 
Chair Cooper noted that Terry Hudson from the Waterloo-Cedar 
Falls Courier was not able to attend today's meeting but Dr. 
Carson's report was FAXed to him. 
COMMENTS FROM PROVOST PODOLEFSKY 
The Provost reminded the Senate that the Regents meeting will be 
here in Cedar Falls this week. Wednesday evening there will be 
a dinner honoring the winners of the Regents award for Faculty 
Excellence. The four UNI faculty members that will be honored 
are Clare Struck, Price Lab Guidance Counselor, Cynthia Goatley, 
Theatre, Karen Mitchell, Communication Studies, and Al Hayes, 
Public Policy. He commented that it is always nice to be able 
to recognize the good work of faculty and he's very pleased that 
the Regents has this award to recognize the faculty. 
He also commented that the docket items for the upcoming Regents 
meeting include the enrollment and Iowa State University and 
University of Iowa faculty/staff salary reports. UNI's report 
is not available because salary give back data are not complete. 
The meeting starts at 1:30 in the Union with one of the first 
items on the agenda being the tuition discussion, the second 
reading. The presidents will each speak and the students may 
get to speak again. The decision will be in November. 
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Chair Cooper noted that the AAUP printout that comes in March to 
review the salaries, is no longer accurate. 
COMMENTS FROM FACULTY CHAIR, MELISSA HESTON 
Dr. Heston offered her congratulation to the winners of the 
Faculty Excellence awards, and thanks to David Christensen and 
the other members of the committee noting that it was a pleasant 
experience to work with them and looks forward to working with 
them again this year. 
COMMENTS FROM CHAIR COOPER 
Chair Cooper noted that the Faculty Senate Chair is invited to 
attend the Regents Award dinner and she will attend to represent 
the Senate. 
Chair Cooper urged the Senators to attend the Regents meeting if 
they can, as it is interesting. 
She noted that there are still a couple of things that need to 
be worked through while we work on the Lab School issue. One is 
the calendar, which is currently on hold but will have to move 
forward with it soon. One has to do with the honor's program, 
noting that they want to visit with the Senate. The Enhancement 
of Teaching Committee also want to .talk with the Senate. There 
is a committee looking at complimentary titles that needs to 
report back to the Senate. Once the elections have taken place 
in November, she would like to do what Iowa State does, have two 
people who have been elected to the state legislature come to 
briefly discuss relevant issues. She will go ahead and make 
arrangements for this unless she hears otherwise. 
ON-GOING BUSINESS 
Chair Cooper stated that the first item is to elect a Senator to 
the Liberal Arts Core Committee. She noted that Senator Chancey 
has volunteered, and he was elected by acclamation. 
Provost Podolefsky noted that the Liberal Arts Core website will 
be up and running soon, and to look for an announcement in UNI 
On-Line. 
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Chair Cooper reported that there have been no nominations for 
Faculty Strategic Planning Committee from the Senate. Senator 
Terlip has volunteered to serve if there are no other 
nominations. Senator Romanin moved that nominations close and 
that Senator Terlip be elected by acclamation; second by Senator 
Zaman. Senator Terlip was elected by acclamation. 
Chair Cooper stated that originally plans were to go into 
Executive Session for discussion on the Lab School. However, a 
number of things have happened since last Monday. She noted 
that she has attended several meetings where Price Laboratory 
School has been discussed. Dr. Heston e-mailed the Senate a 
resolution that was passed by the Teacher Education Faculty, 
noting that there was a strong constituency in favor of that 
motion. 
The time lines have changed again, Chair Cooper noted, and she 
scheduled a consultative session with the Provost so he could 
explain the changes that have come up, where we are going, and 
what's going to be happening would be better. 
Provost Podolefsky noted that the Senate was given a document 
that provided tasks for different committees and some time 
lines. When that was put together most people thought they 
didn't have enough time to come up with plans of any sort. He 
began with the Board of Regents date of October 22, the day 
things are due and worked backwards to give the committees time 
to do their work. The eleventh was the date that the committees 
had in the document to turn in the reports, Rori Carson's, 
Nadene Davidson's, Roger Kueter's, and the Professional 
Development School Committee, which is still working. When the 
Senate decided that it would like to discuss the report on the 
fourteenth, it seemed that there was not going to be a lot of 
thoughtful time between the 11th and the 14th, and it would cause 
a problem in that the Senate would be looking at it before other 
groups such as the Council on Teacher Ed, the parents, the Lab 
School faculty. It also has become more complicated because we 
now have more than one potentially viable plan, one of which is 
the K- 9 that had been thought about in the beginning. Another 
was the K-12, which makes it more difficult for the Dean to 
write a proposal because he had asked him to consider both 
models as it was put forward. He also wanted to have time to 
look at the budgets as they are being proposed to make sure we 
do not have to have a discussion about something that turned out 
to look different than we thought it would after the Senate had 
weighed in. He called the Board Office and they agreed to 
postpone the date by which they usually receive docket materials 
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to November 1. That gives the Dean more time to draft a report 
that will have the two models, K-12 and K-9, which have 
different implications. 
Once he received the Board's approval to delay the timeframe he 
met with Dr. Heston as Faculty Chair, Frank Thompson from United 
Faculty, the Price Lab School parent-teacher association, Dean 
Callahan, Nadene Davidson, and everybody agreed to the 
timeframe. The Dean will pass the report on to the Provost, the 
President, the Senate, as many people as possible, on the 
seventeenth. That gives the parent-teacher's group, the Council 
on Teacher Ed, the Teacher Ed faculty, whoever would like to 
look at it and weigh in, more time to do that. It also allows 
those groups to have a say and input before the Faculty Senate 
gets a chance to make a recommendation. It struck him that the 
other way was backward, with the Faculty Senate looking at 
first. It was not a standard process. This way the Senate will 
have between the 17th when the report comes out and the meeting 
on the 28th for various kinds of consultations, discussions and 
dialogue. He needs to have the report from the university to 
the Board on the first. 
Chair Cooper asked the Provost how much lead time he would need 
as the Senate meets on the 28th and there are three days until 
the first. The Provost responded that three days is plenty of 
time. He will have seen the reports and heard the conversations 
as they are going on, and given the content of the reports, it 
won't be hard to make a decision regarding the recommendation. 
Chair Cooper stated that one thing that Dean Callahan has made 
clear was that he was willing to receive input from any group 
before his October 17 report. She had wanted to have Nadene 
Davidson's report today to discuss it but she had been informed 
that it was not complete yet. Dr. Countryman stated that the 
report is complete but that the Lab School personnel were asked 
to hold it until after the Dean made his recommendations. Chair 
Cooper responded that she wish she had known that because her 
intent today might have been to look at it and to respond to it 
individually or as a group. 
Provost Podolefsky noted that the bottom line is that everyone 
now has more time to be more deliberative. 
Senator Zaman questioned, to be absolutely clear what is going 
on, that when the Dean's report comes out the Senate will then 
get a copy of it, and will we then have a chance to discuss that 
report. He noted that he will need time to review such a 
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document. The Provost responded that the Dean's report will 
come out on the seventeenth and the Senate will not meet until 
the 28th. Senator Zaman stated that he wants to make sure we 
have enough lead-time to look at all the reports and all the 
recommendations. 
Senator Terlip stated that she is confused because it is in the 
minutes that we would get copies of Dr. Carson's report and the 
Lab School's report prior to the Dean's report. The time frame 
has changed but on page 22 of the September 23 Faculty Senate 
minutes that the Provost had said he wouldn't mind if the report 
went to the Senate the same time that it came to him. Provost 
Podolefsky responded that he would not mind. 
Dr. Heston questioned if it would be useful to make a formal 
request of Dean Callahan to forward at least the Senator's an 
electronic or paper version of both his report and the Lab 
School report after he gets them on the 17th or 18th. That 
would give us time. 
Dr. Countryman commented that the Lab School report will be on 
the web the 17th. 
Senator Terlip noted that she didn't want the Senate to be 
hashing out data when we meet on the 28th. 
Chair Cooper noted that there is a College of Ed meeting next 
Monday on the 21st and she wondered if it would be wise for 
those who represent the College of Ed to make an effort to 
attend to see what their discussion is. Usually our curricular 
recommendations come from the College of Ed Senate and on up. 
Chair Cooper noted that she would be attending, as did Dr. 
Countryman and Senator Herndon. Chair Cooper noted that you 
often learn more by attending the meeting than reading their 
resolutions. 
Senator Terlip asked to go through the timeline to make sure 
everyone has all of the dates. On the seventeenth Dean 
Callahan's report is due, and the Lab School will be putting 
their report on the web. The Senators have all received a copy 
of Dr. Carson's report. On the 21st the College of Education 
Senate will be meeting and Faculty Senate representatives will 
be +eporting back to the Faculty Senate on that meeting. She 
also noted on the CHFA list serve that the Council of Teacher 
Education is meeting on the 24th. We also need to get their 
input. The Faculty Senate meets on the 28th where we can react 
and forward it on to the Provost. 
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Chair Cooper commented that she was concerned that if we don't 
have the Lab School report prior to the 17th when the Dean's 
report is due as we would not have to time provide input, if 
that is truly what he wants. 
Senator Terlip questioned to make sure all had received the 
Resolution from the Teacher Education Faculty. Dr. Heston 
responded that it was distributed by e-mail. Senator Terlip 
stated that the Teacher Education Council reported at that 
meeting and they had opposite conclusions. She wanted everyone 
to be aware of that. Discussion followed as to the need to 
include all points of view to make it valid. 
Senator Terlip also questioned if anyone was aware of any parent 
reactions that would be forthcoming. Provost Podolefsky 
responded that the chair of the Parent-Teacher Council was at 
the meeting and is aware of the timeline. Dr. Countryman noted 
that the Dean is to meet with the PLS parents on the 21st. 
Senator Terlip noted that the only group that has not responded 
has been the UNI students. Representatives from NISG were 
present and she indicated that she would like to hear from them 
as to the UNI student's reaction. The Provost commented that 
the Dean was instructed to receive reports from Dr. Carson and 
the Lab School on the numbers of student teachers and the 
various ways the Lab School could be configured at his 
instruction. Discussion followed. 
Senator Romanin noted that this is a curricular issue and 
student input is not generally sought on curricular issues. 
Chair Cooper responded that there is limited student input, 
usually when things are being removed. 
Dr. Heston noted that this is an extremely complex issue in 
terms of the actual curriculum, multiple levels, what is 
logistically feasible, what fulfills curricular intent, what is 
quality. She would not want students to do a hands up, hands 
down kind vote as that's not helpful. However, the issue does 
become one of what would be the best practice for all of the 
different groups of teacher education students given Price Lab 
may change its structure, and how that would impact teacher 
education as a whole, which is a very complex question. 
Students do have a sense about whether or not a particular field 
experience may have helped them get ready for teaching or not. 
To her that is outcome data but it can't impact our decisions at 
the moment because we have no way to collect that data. There 
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was a suggestion last spring to get that information but for 
whatever reason the committees chose not to do that. Dr. Heston 
would like to have that information; however, we have to make a 
very rapid recommendation about Price Lab School. 
Senator Terlip commented that she also agrees that we do not 
have the time to get that student input now but she does not 
want to downplay their role. She's hopeful that the Senate can 
go on record as saying as the Professional Development Model 
committee starts to look at other partnerships, that data can be 
collected so they are not left out as this process continues. 
It was noted that Dr. Charles Johnson and Dr. Rick Traw are 
chairing that committee. 
Dr. Countryman noted that they considered student input but that 
there wasn't an avenue or time to collect that data. She also 
noted that when this all happened many of the Level II students 
were told that they were not to express their opinions on this. 
Had they been approached, they may not have felt like they could 
respond. Chair Cooper noted that student evaluations are often 
used and they are anonymous. 
The Provost commented that as a general principle, difficult 
cases make bad law. Before we begin changing processes about 
curriculum and putting new requirements on the curricular 
process we should be very careful in making decisions about 
different kinds of input or different kinds of data that are 
required for curriculum decisions, because whatever you do here, 
you ought to do elsewhere. That has not been the practice but 
if you want to make it the practice you should deliberate that 
in the absence of this particular decision. Which brings 
another question, and we need to be careful about this, and the 
Senate does need to take this up later, what is curricular? We 
need to be careful as to what we define as curricular. Not all 
students take Level II in the Lab School, and if not taking it 
in the Lab School is a curricular decision then we have a whole 
bunch that has been happening without being approved under the 
curriculum process. When this is done, we may want to think 
about what is curricular and what is not curricular. He stated 
that he is happy to have the Senate weigh in even if it is not 
curricular. He would also like to hear from the senates, the 
Council on Teacher Ed and the Teacher Ed faculty first. 
Senator Terlip questioned what the modified model is. Nadene 
Davidson, PLS Director, responded that it would be a K-5 model 
with single sections of classes, with 6-12 the same as usual 
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with two sections. She also responded that the release of the 
PLS report will be by Dean Callahan. 
Senator Kashef commented that he has talked with a number of 
people in his department and around campus and, if it comes to 
making a decision on behalf of the university faculty, they are 
not in favor keeping the Lab School open. 
Chair Cooper noted that some understand the curricular issues 
and some do not want the taxpayers money spent there. 
Senator Kashef noted that with the budget cut, there are not 
enough resources, we need to cut something. 
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Dr. Heston replied that as Chair of the Faculty at UNI, she 
spent a great deal of time last year looking at the Constitution 
of the Faculty, and it is important to note that direction of 
the senators is to act in the best interest of the institution. 
While you represent a particular constituency, there may be 
times when you have to go against them. Your charge, according 
to the Constitution, is to think about what is really in the 
best interest of the institution as a whole rather than what is 
in the best interest of your program or your students. That may 
cause you to look a bit differently at the issue. 
Chair Cooper remarked that there is a mixture of money and 
curriculum in this issue, and our job is to look at the 
curriculum issue. And it is very difficult to pull that out and 
separate it from money. 
Senator Ogbondah commented that it depends on whom you talk to 
about this issue. He has talked to some people on this and if 
you talk to people who have a vested interest in Price Lab you 
get a different answer from people who are not affected by what 
goes on there. 
Senator Kashef responded that it is not just those affiliated 
with his department; others have expressed the same sentiment, 
that if it's a question of money, the integrity of the 
university comes first. 
Senator Zaman questioned if this current problem is a curriculum 
issue, a budget issue, and administrative issue, will the Lab 
School be taking resources away from others? 
Senator Vajpeyi remarked that if it there are projects that are 
very good within the university, then we need to get the 
resources for those projects, and they may have to come from 
other projects within the university that are not so good. The 
question of quality and curriculum are very crucial to how we 
locate our resources. Regarding Senator Ogbondah's comment on 
the lack of objectivity, it is bound to be there. 
Senator Kashef responded that if there is no Price Lab, the 
resources will be going to the Cedar Falls Schools and will not 
be going too far. We are just moving the resources from one 
location to another location. 
Senator Zaman noted that he was not sure that that is the 
Senate's job. Our institution is UNI with a fixed "pie" and 
part of that pie goes to the College of Education and Price Lab. 
He's not will to give part of the pie to Cedar Falls. 
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Senator Wurtz noted that as she has talked with people and the 
concern is on the quality of the program. There have been some 
statements made that it is an embarrassment to UNI to claim that 
one of the "stars in our crown" is this school and it is not 
providing value. What she is truly hoping to see in the reports 
is an assessment of value. Looking at Dr. Carson's report she 
sees no description in terms of hours of someone's time, money, 
quality, there is simply not enough information included. 
Provost Podolefsky noted that the report she is referring to, 
Dr. Carson's report, was based on data from the person that 
places teachers, the Director of Teacher Ed. The question to 
her was how many of what kinds, and could they be placed 
elsewhere. He asked for that report because there was lots of 
talk about how many different students go there, and for what 
kinds of experiences. It is only one of three reports that will 
go to the Dean; they are different pieces that will go together. 
Senator Wurtz responded that her point was not to be critical of 
the report but when it comes to curriculum issues, we need a 
whole lot of information. 
Chair Cooper questioned what the three reports were. The 
Provost responded that the other two were the Price Lab report 
and the Teacher Ed Professional Development School report. 
Dr. Heston commented on the impact on actual curriculum versus 
impact of logistics, noting the group that would be most 
concerned with that would be the Level II instructors in 
Educational Psychology and Foundations and who provide the field 
experiences. They have never been actively asked but did write 
a letter to Dean Callahan, not taking a position one way or the 
other. She will asked them to forward that letter to the 
Senate. They talk about what they see as the curricula~ input, 
how it's suppose to work, why it's suppose to work the way it 
does, issues of quality. It might provide us with their 
judgment as instructors of the course. 
Provost Podolefsky noted that there are several different 
curriculums being discussed. One is the K-12 curriculum. The 
Senate has never dealt with the K-12 curriculum. Then there is 
the curriculum of the Teacher Ed students. There is also a 
secondary curriculum and elementary curriculum. Despite what 
might be common knowledge, other than asking for scenarios for 
all the combinations, no one ever proposed of getting rid of 
Price Laboratory School. The original proposal was that a K-9 
school could be operated in tandem with a Professional 
Development School, and that it might be through that mechanism 
that cost savings and possibly improvement of Teacher Ed would 
result. He noted that it takes a lot longer to develop a 
Professional Development School than we have had. Everyone has 
recognized for a long time the numbers of students that we have 
in Elementary Ed, and the question was is there a different 
configuration that could accomplished what we now try to 
accomplish, or better, and cost us less money. From his point 
of view, the message intent was never to close Price Lab. 
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Senator Christensen remarked that it may not have been intent, 
but looking at the report from Dr. Carson, she looked at four 
scenarios, and one was elimination. She did not look at the one 
that the Lab School is looking at and we are looking at two 
reports that look at two different things. 
The Provost responded that Dr. Carson had asked if she should 
look at K-12 and he had told her that if we have K-12 like we 
have K-12 now, there is no sense looking at it; it's status quo. 
If you look at no Lab School or K-6 Lab School, they are 
difficult for us to do well. The flip side of reading the 
report is you don't really want to go to no Lab School or K-6 
Lab School because you will really impact lots of kids in 
difficult ways. The other way to read it is as in defense of a 
K-9 Lab School. If he were trying to make this happen he would 
strive hard for a K-9, because K-6 is much more difficult for us 
offer Teacher Ed. It was supposed to try to look at numbers and 
what could you do if you had to. 
Senator Christensen responded that his take on it was that one 
option was ignored, K-12, or any modification thereof. 
Provost Podolefsky commented that he didn't think Dr. Carson 
thought of the scenario that the Lab School came up with. A 
full K-12 would have been a standing program and we know that 
works. 
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Senator Terlip remarked, returning to whether it is budgetary or 
curricular. Quality and a number of other things were 
mentioned, and even in our regular curricular process, we make 
department heads and other people sign off that the resources 
are there. She stated that she does not think that what we're 
looking at should deviate from that. We need to look at what 
can be provided, if it's quality, but we also have to make sure 
that the dollars are there. That is not a departure from normal 
senate activity. Discussion followed. 
Senator Countryman commented that when you talk about impact, 
the K-9 was very clear at the Teacher Ed Faculty meeting, that 
the secondary methods students and instructors in C&S in terms 
of Science, College of Social and Behavioral Sciences in terms 
of Social Students and HPELS in terms of PE, those people spoke 
very strongly against a K-9 in terms of not placing their 
secondary students in appropriate places. For example, she 
noted placing someone who wants to be a Chemistry instructor in 
a seventh grade science class. Most are placed in a middle and 
high school for their student teaching experience. But when 
they are just learning how to teach, to design a lesson plan, 
and how to develop materials, it's very different to develop 
materials for a chemistry class as opposed to a middle school 
science class. Those people, the methods instructors from those 
areas weighed in saying it will not satisfy the placements for 
us. 
Chair Cooper questioned the number of students now at the Lab 
School going through Chemistry and Physics, noting that there is 
such a short supply in the state. 
Dr. Countryman responded that there is currently a huge number 
in Earth Sciences but there is a huge problem especially in 
Physics. 
Provost Podolefsky noted that there is an average of one 
graduate per year in Chemistry Education. 
Senator Chancey noted that in Physics they average around three 
or four a year. 
The Provost remarked that Biology does ok, as does Earth 
Science, and when you have 25-hour placements, you have six 
sessions for placements into which you place one student. One 
of the questions is do we need a full-time faculty at the Lab 
School to handle one 25-hour observation placement. It really 
would be nice to have a rational conversation about whether or 
not we could do this a less expensive way. 
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A motion was made and passed to have a previous comment stricken 
from the minutes. 
Senator Romanin commented that the conversation has been helpful 
but we do not have all the reports and needed information, and 
he questioned where Chair Cooper would like the Senate to go 
with this. 
Chair Cooper responded the intent was for this type of a 
session. Most people have spoken and it has been beneficial. 
She noted that she believes there are two parts to the issue; 
one is finance and the other is curriculum. We don't decide but 
we can recommend, and we should accept totally or give 
constructive comments relating to curricular, but we cannot 
always take the issue away from the financial perspective, which 
is understandable. If we are going to go into the financial 
perspective it has to be in the spirit of curricular issues. We 
can't do much more with the issue, the report comes from the 
Dean. We can accept or make recommendations/resolutions, or 
send it back to the Dean. 
Senator Zaman questioned that if this was a curriculum issue and 
the Senate did nothing or rejected it, what happens then? 
Originally when he spoke, he was hoping we could get some kind 
of recommendation to take to the Board of Regents that the 
Senate could stand behind, which then means there is work to be 
done so that the final outcome is a report that we all can stand 
behind. But he has not seen anything yet. 
The Provost noted that he is very sympathic with the sentiment 
the Teacher Ed Faculty expressed, that we need more time. Our 
budget was cut and we had a short time in which to make 
decisions. How the University chose to take them out is the 
University's choice but it is not possible to ask the 
legislature for more time. We would like to take as much time 
as needed to thoroughly study all the possibilities, but we 
don't have the luxury, and yes, it does all relate to the 
budget. When this comes forward, if the Lab School has come up 
with a good solution that allows the K-12 school to remain open, 
the report to the Board would be we have a solution and we do 
not need to change the structure of the Laboratory School. The 
report back to the Board is requested by the Board because the 
parents wanted to know by a certain date whether or not certain 
things would happen to the school. 
Chair Cooper responded that there is a problem, if we cut back 
and there is another budget cut and we have to cut back again, 
quality gets mixed in it somewhere. 
The Provost remarked that in terms of reporting to the Board, 
there are departments all over campus that have lost multiple 
faculty positions but we didn't go to the Board to inform them 
of such. 
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Dr. Heston commented that part of what has concerned her about 
this is to pull it away from the Lab School and say how much 
curriculum can the University really afford to offer, where is 
it most important that we offer it, what are the most critical 
pieces of that curriculum that we have to have, and what are the 
pieces under the current budgetary constraints that we can't 
support. This is the harder conversation because that impacts 
everybody's major, that would impact everything we do, can we 
afford all of the curriculum we offer and maintain quality. 
Given we have created all of this curriculum, how do we scale 
back now? There is no easy way to scale back and find a way to 
live within our means that's not going to be painful for 
someone. 
Senator Vajpeyi noted that programs have been trimmed and people 
have suffered, however, as the Provost said, the money is not 
there. And quality programs have already suffered, the question 
is, can we live without this particular quality program. 
The Provost commented that in the first two cuts last April and 
November, $2.8 million was cut in faculty lines. We have to 
understand that while there is concern about Price Laboratory 
School, others have been affected. 
Dr. Heston remarked that this is truly not about Price Lab; it's 
about all of the curriculum that we offer as an institution. 
Can we continue to do what we've always done, with or without 
Price Lab? If we cut Price Lab School completely, the reality 
is that it would only free up $2 million, which wouldn't replace 
that $2.8 million that was originally cut. In some ways we're 
still faced with not enough money for the curriculum we have 
created. 
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Senator Kashef commented that if the budget is cut the quality 
will not be there. We need to look at the budget and quality of 
the program. 
Senator Chancey noted that this was an interesting discussion 
and appreciated the comments, but pending the receipt of the 
reports, there does not appear to be anything more that the 
Senate can learn. 
Senator Chancey moved to adjourn; second by Senator Kashef. 
Meeting was adjourned at 4:30. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Dena Snowden 
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